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UTAH COURT OF APPEALS 
,,__ BRIEF 
UTAH 
DOCUMENT 
KFU 
50 
DOCKET NO. 3M332^lLj^ 
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS IN AND FOR 
THE STATE OF UTAH 
THE STATE OF UTAH, : 
Plaintiff and : Case No. 900172CA 
Respondent, 
vs. 
RICHARD LEE CRAWFORD, ADDENDUM TO 
: BRIEF OF APPELLANT 
Defendant and 
Appellant. : 
ADDENDUM CONTENTS: PAGE 
1. Certified copy of docket entries 
(East Millard Justice's Court) 1 
2. Motion For Discovery .27 
3. Subpoena 67 
4. Motion For New Trial 151 
5. Supplement to Motion For New Trial 164 
6. Affidavit Of Roger D. Jorgensen 175 
7. Memorandum Decision 185 
8. Defendants Further Request For New Trial 196 
MILTON T. HARMON #1373 
Attorney for the Defendant 
36 South Mai n Street 
P.O. Box 97 
Nephi , Utah 84648 
Telephone: (801) 623-1802 
IN THE JUSTICE'S COURT IN AND FOR EAST MILLARD PRECINCT, 
MILLARD COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
THE STATE OF UTAH, 
Plaintiff, : Criminal No. 88-1124 
vs. : 
RICHARD LEE CRAWFORD, : MOTION FOR DISCOVERY 
Defendant. : Ronald R. Hare, Judge 
Comes now the Defendant, by and through his legal counsel, 
MILTON T. HARMON, and pursuant to Rule 16 of the Utah Rules of 
Criminal Procedure, and requests that the Plaintiff furnish the 
following information had by the State and pertinent to the 
above-entitled action: 
1. Relevant written or recorded statements of the Defendant. 
2. The criminal record of the Defendant. 
3. Description of any physical evidence seized from the 
Defenda nt. 
4. Any evidence known to the prosecutor that tends to negate 
the guilt of the Defendant or mitigate the degree of the offense. 
MOTION FOR DISCOVERY Page 2 
5. Any written or recorded statements made by the complaining 
w i t n e s s . 
6. The Defendant further requests all written and recorded 
r e p o r t s , s t a t e m e n t s , investigation r e p o r t s , field n o t e s , and any 
other d o c u m e n t a t i o n including p h o t o g r a p h s , scientific analysis 
r e p o r t s , and tape recordings pertaining to the instant charges 
prepared by the i n v e s t i g a t i n g o f f i c e r , the complaining w i t n e s s , or 
any parties connected with the State's p r e s e n t a t i o n of the c a s e . 
7. The Defendant requests a copy of the formal charging 
document prepared for these p r o c e e d i n g s . 
DATED this AS7^ day of June, 1 9 8 8 . 
MILTON V. HARMON 
Attorned for the Defendant 
C E R T I F I C A T E OF/MAILING 
I hereby certify that I mailed a true and correct copy of the 
foregoing Motion for Discovery to: Mr. Dexter L. A n d e r s o n , Millard 
County Deputy A t t o r n e y , S.R. Box 5 2 , F i l l m o r e , UT 84631 and Mr. 
Richard Lee Crawford, c/o Millard County S h e r i f f , S.R. Box 50, 
F i l l m o r e , UT 8 4 6 3 1 ; first-class postage prepaid, this / 3 ^ day 
of June, 1 9 8 8 . 
DEXTER L. ANDERSON 
DEPUTY COUNTY ATTORNEY 
MILLARD COUNTY 
750 South Highway 99 
Fillmore, UT 84631 
Telephone (801) 743-6522 
IN THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT IN AND FOR 
MILLARD COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
THE STATE OF UTAH, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
RICHARD LEE CRAWFORD, 
Defendant. 
SUBPOENA 
#1087 & 1090 
THE STATE OF UTAH TO: STEVE JOHNSON 
c/o Rainbow Club 
Helper, UT 84526 
YOU ARE COMMANDED to appear before the Honorable Ray 
M. Harding, Judge of the District Court of Millard County, 
Utah at the Millard County Courthouse located at 60 South 
Main in the city of Fillmore, Utah on Tuesday, the 21st day 
of November, A.D., 1988, at 9:00 AM then and there to 
testify as a witness in a criminal action (jury trial) 
prosecuted by the State of Utah against RICHARD LEE CRAWFORD 
and disobedience may be punished as a contempt by the said 
Court. 
WITNESS, the Clerk of said Court, with the seal 
thereof affixed, this //- • -~ day of November, 1988. 
Clerk 
By. 3. 'I • /v- ') 
Deputy Clerk 
A'- (^ 
" \ i \ i t y 
0G 
STATE OF UTAH 
COUNTY OF MILLARD 
;;:U:u:i?.*.*0 
RETURN OF SERVICE 
KOV ;.. 1908 -
';:^!. ^ 
s.s. SHERIFFS OFFICE 
r
~"~~ l ^ P " * • Original 
Amended 
D Duplicate 
1) SERVED v5 7^ /^T ^ro/-J/Js5DAJ D Defendant D Plaintiff 
9 Witness D Garnishee (3rd Party Q Defendant D Plaintiff) D Other _ 
2) DATE RECEIVED /J-/&8& 3) DATE SERVED / / V ^ ^ ^ ^ 7 
4) PROCESS D Summons D Complaint O Criminal summons D Amended summons D Amended complaint 
D Verified complaint D Order to show D Sup-order G Small claims— order & affidavit D Order D Garnishment 
D Notice ft Subpoena D Affidavit Q Motion D Petition D Notice of hearing D Information D Testimony 
D Decree D Certificate D Citation D Exhibits D Declaration D Other 
5) TYPE OF SERVICB^ Personal,/ D Left at residence with 
(name & relationship I 
at usual place of abode with a person of suitable age and 
discretion there residing. D Posted '(see item 9) D Company or Corp. 
D Other 
(name & titlej 
6) LOCATION OF SERVICE J6 A-M'"%>*<*' Q&*6 /3/~>/ /J/y>cy> Q<~A*^ g^Home^ 
D Other 
D Business 
(Specify, jail, hospital, etc.) 
7) I further certify that at the time of service, on copy served, I endorsed the date, signed my name and official title thereto. 
8) D I tendered a fee of $ , & took receipt which is hereto attached. 
9) D Mailed a copy of notice, postage prepaid, to said defendant on (date) 
at given address, (see item 6).by clerk 
Ed Phillips , Sheriff of Millard County, State of Utah 
DOCKET # 07~97JL^. 
PROCESSED BY >%•* . 
SHERIFFS FEES: 
Service $ __\_ 
Mileage $ / 
Total $ _ £ 
I certify that the forgoing is true and correct and that this certificate 
is executed on (date) , //" /7-~d8r Q 9$ C 
(mt ATTEMPT^. 
2nd^TTEHPf 
3rd ATTEMPT 
WHERE DA1E 
0000G 
D r o . n H n B i l l n N/ f . <•» fnrre? m 
COUNTY CLERK 
& EX-OF1ICIO CLERK OF THE 
DISTRICT COURT 
122* 
JAN 0 ' i V9 
LeRAY G. JACKSON 
Attorney tor the Det'en d a n t 
2 9 7 North Highway 6 , 545 
Delta, Utah 8 4624 
T el ephone: (801) 3 6 4-2716 
MILTON T. HARMON #13 73 
Attorney tor the Defendant 
3 6 So nt h Main Street 
P . 0. 3ox 9 7 
Neprii, Utah 8 4643 
Telephone: (801) 6 2 3-1302 
MILLARD COUNTY 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Clerk 
__. Deputy JLL-L 
1 N THE F 0 U K T II J U D I C I A L I) I S T R I C T (: 0 U R T I N A N 0 F 0 X 
M I L L A R D COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
THE STATE OF UTAH, 
P1 a i n t i t t , 
vs . 
R I CHAR [) LEE CRAUFOR D, 
Detendant. 
MOTION FOR NEU TRIAL 
Case No. ; Q({Q 
, J II d g e 
Comes not; the detendant and moves the above entitled Court 
tor a new trial. Said f' o 11. on is made tor the tollowi n« reasons: 
I. The defendant was unable to be cully prepared tor trial 
tor tne reason that the State tailed to t u 1 1y respond to the Order 
0 t D i s c o v e r y , and such c i r c u m s t a n c e s were not apparent until 
testimony was ottered at trial. Such I n t o r ma t i o n is as t o 1 1 o w s : 
000151 
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A . No reports were furnished regarding the investigation ot 
the fi i 1 I a r d County Shecit't's i) t t i c e in the Carbon and Emery County 
areas . 
o . No r e po r t s regardin g the use o t "The Crime Solver" F.V. 
b r o a d c a s t s . 
C . No reports were furnished regarding the Investigatory 
activities o t the S he r i c t ' s 0 rti ce tor Grand, Emery, Carbon, Kane, 
S e v i e r , Iron, Beaver, and Washington C o u n t i e s , w D e n all such 
0 r t i c e s were Involved in the invest i g a tion . 
2 . I n e States w i t n e s s , n r s . B a r g e s , testitie d while under t.n e 
1 u 11 u e n c e o t cl rugs. And I n a d d i t j o n , may have been t h r e a r. e ri e d w I t h 
c r i m i n a l prosecution It she called to t e s11 c y tor the State, thus 
compromising the reliability o t her r e s t i nony. 
3 . I tie State displayed i aadiaissible evidence in trout ot t n e 
jury. An Inadmissible bedspread, similar to those stolen, was 
d 1 s p 1 ay e d to t n e jury. 
4. Cross examination o t the State's fingerprint e x pe c t w a s 
L i in it e d , with the defense not being allowed to sufficient 1 y 
explore tne conflict in t e s t i m onv bat w e e n the S t a t e ' s w ,: tness e s 
r e <-y a r d 1 n # c i ng e r u r i n r identification ot the d e f e n d a n t . 
000152 
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5. The detense was prevented crom admitting a witness to 
testify on t n e question o f sources or shoes similar to those or 
t n e d e f e n d a n t , wtiicn were ottered into e v i d e n c e . 
The above matters developed during the course of the t r i a l , 
and as a c o n s e q u e n c e , the d e c e n d a n t should be granted a new t ri a 1 
with sutcicienr. time to properly develop his d e t e n s e s based upon 
e v i d e u ce disclosed at the trial w h i c h , under defenses based upon 
evidence disclosed at the trial, w h i c h , under the Order 01 
D i s c o v e r y , was not previously d i s c l o s e d . T h e r e b y , limiting the 
defendant's ability to be properly prepared at the tine of the 
t r 1 a 1 . 
in the event the plaint i. ft opposes t h i s M o t i o n , or denies the 
allegations made h e r e i n , derenrlanr requests t h a r the Court set a 
date for a hearing upon this [lotion, for the t a «< In}; of oral 
testimony thereon. 
, e i< A Y G . a A C QS q 
Attorney roc the 0e f e ad nnt 
000153 
H O T ION F O R NEW T R I A L ? a £ e A 
C E !IT I F I C A T E OF D E E P / P !? V 
I h e r e b y c e r t i c y t ft a t [ d e 1. i v e r e d a t c u e and correct: c o p y o c 
t h e c o r e $\ o i n j* ,1 o t I o n P o c N e u T r i. a I t o : fir. D e x t e r E . A n d p r s o n , 
j 1 i1 1 a r d C o u n t y D e p u t y A t t o r n e y , t h i s 4 t a d ay ot J a n n a r ^ , 1 9 8 9 . 
00015'i 
LeRAY' G. JACKSON 
A t t o r n e y t o r t h e D e f e n d a n t 
2 9 7 N o r t h H i g h w a y 6 , 5 4 5 
D e l t a , U t a h 3 4 6 2 4 
T e l e p h o n e : ( 8 0 1 ) 8 6 4 - 2 7 1 6 
MILTOM T . HAftHONI # 1 3 7 3 
A t t o r n e y t o r t h e L)e t e n d a a t 
3 6 S o u t h Ma i n S t r e e t 
P . O . Cox 9 7 
N e p h i , U t a h 8 4 6 4 8 
T e l e p h o n e : ( 8 0 1 ) 6 2 3 - 1 8 0 2 
—' COUNTY (XER& 
A EX-OFFHJIO CLERK 0 ? T « F 
DISTKICT COcJFT 
g I !~tlt I 5 1939 f ; ' ; i 
MILLARD COITNTY 
_ Clerk 
• Df»july U ^ . 
y 
IN THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT IN AND FOR 
MILLARD COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
THE STATE OF UTAH, 
Plaintiff, 
vs . 
RICHARD LEE C R A «,/ F 0 R D , 
Detend an t. 
C riminai No. 
SUPPLEMENT TO 
110 f ION FOR NEW TRLAL 
, Judge 
Comes now t ne Defendant and submits the following Supplement 
to his Motion tor New Trial now pending b e t or e the Court: 
1. That, attached hereto, is the At f iavi t of ROGER D. 
J 0 R C E NS E N, who was hi ied by counsel for the Defendant to assist in 
investigatory worK. and witness interviews. There were other 
s i in liar ma 11 e r s \J ending against the Defendant in other counties 
0G01G1 
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and fir. JORGENSEN was also hired, to assist in those m a t t e r s . The 
information provided in the Attidavits relates to witness 
interviews conducted in both i n v e s t i g a t i o n s . 
2. Based upon the information provided by the A f f i d a v i t , upon 
which there is really no tactual d i s p u t e , there is no question but 
that the Motion tor New Trial should be granted. It appears that 
i u t o r hi a t i o n was withheld t r o m defense c o u n s e l , including 
substantial exculpatory information which would have materially 
effected the outcome o£ the trial. That is as follows: 
3. At the t r i a l , two bedspreads were brought into the 
Cour t r o o m and laid before the jury. One bedspread was described by 
the w i t n e s s , MA RCARITE B U R G E , who indicated that the D e f e n d a n t , 
while living in her home, had given this bedspread to her. She was 
uncertain as to the date that she received the bedspread. The 
Defendant testified that he did not give M r s . BURGE the bedspread 
but that, when sne brought it into the h o u s e , he had t a K e n the 
bedspread and washed it, cleaned it, and tnen presented it to M r s . 
B U R b E . t h e r e f o r e , there was some area of contusion regarding the 
date when she received the bedspread and the exact manuer in which 
sne received it. A c l a r i f i c a t i o n of that information would have 
been or great a s s i s t a n c e to the defense as that bedspread was 
OOOlGo 
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attributed as beiug one which was taKen trom the PARADISE INN 
during the alleged robbery occurring on February 2 5, 1 9 8 8 , 
4 . The second bedspread which the jury was able to see was an 
identical pattern to that Id entitled by Mrs. B U RG E . However, this 
bedspread c a m e trom a matter which was not admissible i n Court nor 
was it admitted in Court. The person who provided this bedspread 
was Mr. SIEVE JOHN SON ot Helper, Utah. When the prosecution 
discovered that they had been using the wrong bedspread, they 
immediately got that out ot the jury's presence. However, the two 
bedspreads were there and were seen by t n e jury. 
j . There is one very critical element regarding the bedspread 
provided by Mr. J O H N S O N . That is this: ;>ased on the Affidavit ot 
ROGER J O R G E N S E N , he interviewed fir. JOHNSON following the trial in 
Millard County. In that interview, Mr. JOHNSON indicated that he 
had been Subpoenaed to appear before the C o u r t , in rl i11 a r d C o u n t y , 
that ne discussed the matter of nis testimony, particularly the 
bedspread which he. said that he na d gotten from the D e f e n d a n t ; and 
tuat ne told those person representing the State that he had 
received that bedspread two years ago. He could tell them the time 
that he had received the bedspread and tnat time preceeded the 
b u r g l a r i e s which occurred in Millard C o u n t y . He would not change 
0001'JG 
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that testiaiony and lie was advised to leave and was never asKed to 
appear a g a i n . 
6. That testimony is exculpatory of the D e f e n d a n t , if he had 
a bedspread similar to those which were taKen from the motel in 
F i l l m o r e , and he tiad that prior to the burglaries i a F i l l m o r e , it 
certainly would mitigate against any criminal action upon his 
p a r t , in the case before this Court. It appears that, based on 
w h a t M r . J 0 Li N SON has said, his testimony was omitted from the 
trial because it would have been e x c u l p a t o r y . In addition t o t h a t , 
tnis i nc o r m a t i. on was never disclosed by the prosecution to the 
d e f e n s e . 
7. in addition to the a b o v e , from the Affidavit ot It U C E R 
JORGENSEN and trom the statements made by MARGARITE BURGE, it 
appears that her testimony is now q u e s t i o n a b l e for several 
r e a s o n s : 
She was under c o n s i d e r a b l e pressure to testify. There is a 
question as to whether or not she felt that she had to testify in 
a certain mantier because threats ot prosecution were made against 
her by the State's investigating o t c i c e r s . In order to meet this 
c r i s i s , it appears that she was intoxicated and under the 
intluence o t drugs and/or intoxicants at the time when s h e 
0001GV 
S U P P L E M E N T TO MOTION FOR NEW TRIAL P age 5 
appeared and testitied. Her testimony was critical, in several 
a r e a s : (1) as to the time w n e n she received the bedspread 
allegedly co mi n g from the Millard County burglary; (2) as to w h e n 
the Defendant would have obtained certain gym s h o e s , footprints ot 
whicn are alleged to have been at the motel at the time ot the 
burglary; and (3) the location ot the Derenaant on the date ot the 
burglary. She was not certain as to any of these events and that 
uncertainty may have been a product on her drug a n d / o r alcohol 
intoxication at the time when she appeared and testitied. 'Irs. 
j U RG E was a witness c a 1i ed by the S t a t e , who had the duty and 
responsibility to see that she was In a tit and proper condition 
r o testity , [t now appears that she was not and, c o n s e q u e n t l y , the 
reliability o t her testimony is q u e s t i o n a b l e . H o w e v e r , there is no 
doubt that it had substantial bearing upon the d e t e r m i n a t i o n made 
by the jury. 
8. Prom the original trial, which had to be cancelled and 
t r o ia which there was a mis-trial d e t e r m i n e d , it appears that the 
Plaintirf tailed to properly respond to the Order o t Discovery , 
b a s e d u p o n t h e i-1 o t i o n tor D i s c o v e r y tiled under the s t a t u t e s , in 
that there were two substantial pieces o t evidence which were 
intended to be ottered which had not. been disclosed to the 
0001 
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d e t e a s o . O n e w a s p n o t o ^ r a p l i s o r t o o t p r i n t s a n d t h e t r e . r l o r r. h e 
!) e t e n d a 11 t ' s g y :n s D o e s . 
9 . P r o in t h e t e s t i ia O n y o t c e r e d a t r. a i> t r i a l , i t a p p e -"> r s t h a c 
t r* e g y- i:i s n o e a n a d h e e n h e l d bv r h e ! ' ! i p r i t t ' . s He n a r t a s- n r. i n a 
c e c t a i ' . i e v i d e n c e i o c K e r s i n e e t li e a r c e s t o t t n fA i] • •> r e n <' •«»i r , i n 
J u a a , ! 9 o 8 , u n t i l l e s s t h a n c Lv e d a v s p r i o c t o t h e - c i» e d a 1 e ci 
t r i a l ; a t i, b i c ii t i u e t h e £ y ci s n o e s ^ a r e r a n v e d a n d ;; a o t o y r a p h s o r 
t n e m w <•  r e La ».c e u . i. h a p c o s ^ c u r i n g a t t o r; n e * w a s n o t fa a d e a «.' * r p o c 
t da t e i r c u ia s t a n c e u n t i I w i t. a t n t i" •-• t £ i v e - d a y p ^ r I a d a n d , 
c o ii s e (.; n H ri r 1 y , h e w a s u " a b l e t o r t- s p o n d b y g i v i n g n n a t i u r o r .1 a t i o n 
t. o t n e d e r e u s e c o u n ^ e l a n t i 1 t h e t i . ( e o t t c i a I w a e a i t w a s 
I i:i} • o a - » b J. e u o a a v e be e a p r e p a r e d t o r s a c h i n t o r in a t. i o a . 
1 G . i' h | s a a s t r u a a i s o u c e v i d e a c e t n a t ta a s g o i a •;•;. r o b e 
<3 c t e r e d r e g a r d i n g t h e u s e o t a t o o l a n [ c a s u p p o s e d i y h a c! a e e n u s e d 
t o c n r c e 111 e m o t e 1 d o o r s o p e n a n d t »i P MI a r :-c s ui a d e b y t h e t o o 1 o n 
d o o r j - ai b s . 
M . O u r i. n g t. h e 0 o u r a e o t t h a 1 n v e s c. 1 g a t i o n , i t n o u a p p e a r s 
t". n a t r «-> e d o o r 1 a fa b s vie r e s u b in i r t e d t o t h e S t a t e C r i n e l.n b by a a 
OCC i c c. r o r G r a 11 d C o u n L y . T h a q u a G t [ o n a 1 o s a : ii h y d i d G r 'j en! C o u a t y 
i a u e n n o r c e ta e n t o t t i o < < r s s u b .a I t , v. o r t> e - r a t e C r i rii e b a b , e v i d e n c e 
t h a t u a s c o i n i n g t r o 111 a e r i ; a e a h t e a o c c u r r a i i n ilf L i a c d G;»nn t y ? 
•>iji?i;LK--iLi>ir to i i u r i o r t ^ u nbw m i At, <-'age 7 
I d . i n e a n s w e r t o L i i a t q u e s t i o n i s c o n t a i n e d i n t n e s t a t e m e n t 
g i v e n by t n a i) C t i c e r;. T h a t i s t h a t t h e U e t e u d a u t i n t h i s e a s e , 
•UGi lA . ; , :> b b b Cd. A U F O R D , a a s a s u s p e c t i n b u r r> J. a r; i e s o r t h e t t s 
o c c u r r i u ;; i n G c a n (I d o u n t y , Ibn e c y C o u n t y , Ka n e 0 o u n f y , U e v I e r 
' ! o u n t; y , ( r o n (' o u u t y , a n J b a s n i n g t o n 0 o u a r ^ , a 3 w e L I a ;^ Ai i I 1 a c d 
>d o 11 n t _/ . A 1 1 o r t n e l a w a n t o r c e n e n t o i I: i c e c « i n v o l v e - . ! i n t h a s e 
i i a t t e r s h a d in e t o n s e v e r a I o e c a s i o n s a n d h a d d i v i :! e d 
t e s p 0 '» -' i b 1 i { t i e s o n t h e c a s e s . f n ;:i a i' i n a t h a t d i v i s i o n o t 
c e s p o 11 is i b i i i t y , t h e o r c i. c e r; t r o f,t b r a ' 1 a 0 o u n r. v r e e • i v' -M? r a e 
f e s p o n s i M 1 i r y t o s u b .:: i L t h e e v i d e n c e t t < < ;•> t n e .J 1 1 e y. e- d b n r ;; b i r v i n 
r i i i 1 a r (1 (_;o 1.1 n t y t o t n e S t a t e 0 r; i. r.ie ba b . 
] 3 . T n e s e m a t t e r s a r e c a l l e d t o t n e C o u r t ' s a t t - e n t i • M 1 r o r t wo 
r e a s o u s : 
V a ) J. o u e iii o [i s t r i t e t e a r t n - d e t e u s ^ c a n n o t b e t u .1 I v p r 3 p a r e a 
t o r e p r e s e n t t. a e D e c c a d a n t , ? I C -\ \ d I) I, ':'. b d d A !• F O b •_) , u n l e s s t h e y h a v e 
c o p i e s o f a 1 I r e p o r t s o r a i l c o o p e r a t i o ; ' o f f i c e r s u o c it i u - o n t; a i s 
a n d r: e I a 11.- (J . n a t t e r s a n d w h o h a v e •'• a t e r 1 a I s p <j r t i a e n t t o t •"• e c a s a 
a t n a a d . T n a t a p p e a r s t o b e a .11 1. "1 o s e o • 1: i c e r s w h o w e r o 1 ? o r < i n g o n 
n u s j o l o t i n v e s t 1 g a r 1 o n , l o t n i s d a t e
 ? w e n a v e c r c e i V : 5 ' 1 r ? r t i a ! 
c e p o r t s 1: r o in t ft e 1' i M a r d (d o u a t y i n v e s t ? . 5 r i 0 n 0 n I v . 
S c l r V L L i i l M i TO r l O T L O N FV\i NEW T d i A L ••1 : ' e a 
( b ) 1 [i a d d i t l o n , i. t; a p p e a r s t; h a t t h e r..- is pi tn e i a d a 1. i b a t; a r a 
'j tj t a ;.-i p t , o r a p a s s i v e a c t i o n , w a e f a b y t h a I a -j e a t a c c a i;i e a r o t t i c e c s 
w ij t n h o ja • a a d d o n o t d e l i v e r to t e e L o m « r. y A t t o r a a y i ni • •% r i» a t i a a 
wail e n t a o. y h a v e , in t h e i. c t i l e ^ i a d h a v e a c c e s s t o a n d l e n s t h e 
'.> o !u a r y a t t o r n e y i s p te v e a t e d e r a m r e s p o a d i a g t o t a e d i s a u v e r y 
0 r |c< e r . 
1 ^  . C o a s i d e r i a a, t h e a a t. u r e o t t a i s n i s e a n d t a e a v i d e a c a 
a n [ c h ; t a s a o w b e e a o e v a L o p a d s a ouiiig t b a t r a e p c o s a c a t i o n h a s h a d 
e x if: u 1 p a t a c y e v i d a a c e i a t h e Lc a a n d s , w a i c h a a s n o t. d i s c l o 1 ; a d , a a a 
t i'i t| C a » t h e r t a c t t a a t it a p p a a r & t h a t s a a s t a r t i a I i a v e s I. i ,T, a t i o a s 
u a vf e b a «-• a a raj e c t a Ke a i a 1h e d u a c o a t: s e o t o r d i n a r y 1 a w e n f o r c a .a e a t 
p r o| c a d »J i a s , w h 1 c n. w o u 1 d n a v a p r: a d u c >•* d a a m e r a u s r e p o r t s a h i c h h a v e 
n o t b a a i) m a d e a v a i 1 a a l e t o d a c e n s e c. a a n s el t h a t a a i t n e s s 
t <•-> «l t i r i r d , a a d d i d s o n a d e r t n a i a r L a e a c e a t i a t; o x i c a n t s a n d / o r 
(j r u|0 s , it- is a b s o l u t e l y n e c e s s a r y r a * t a a a w t r I a 1 b e a r a a t. e a a a a 
t a a |r. , b e r; a re t a a t t r i a l I? e a e 1 d , t h a C a a r t a a r e r a a e w 0 r d a r t a a t 
t a e p r; a s .;• c a t i o n p r u v i d a a 1 i in >; o r ma t; t o n h a d b y a n y I a w a n c o r c e n e n f 
a ^  e \i c y '.• h i c h .May h a v e b e a r i n g a p a n t h e Oe r p n d a n t ^ s i n v o l v a a a i t i n 
t n e a 1 1 a ,; a d c r i fa a . 1 h a t s u c h •; r :J a r «.i u s t. b a i.i a d e i a a n a n n a r; t h a t 
a i l ; o t i a e 1 a vj e n t o c c e ni e u t o t t i c a r s t a l l y u a d e r s t a n d t h a t c h e y 
ri a v e| a a •» t y t o d i s c 1 o s e e v e r y i. t a in a t i a r o t •.* a t i o a t; n i c a t n a n a v e 
nnn 1 
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regarding this matter and that t allure to inaice such d i s c l o s u r e , 
within a reasonable time, should constitute a basis tor d i s m i s s a l 
or tiie case. 
15. it is the Defendant's position, based upon the arguments 
set tor r h a b eve and t h e tact u a ]. m a t t e r s set tort b in the attached 
A f f i d a v i t s , that the Court must grant a new trial as provided 
pursuant to Section 7 7 - 3 5 - 2 4 , (J. C . A. 1953, as amended; which 
provides that a new trial should he granted in the interest o t 
justice it there is any error or i in propriety which a ad a 
s u b s t a n t i a l adverse ectect upon tne rights ot a party. 
16 . F r om t he i n t o r m a t i o n which has n ow been provided, it 
appears tnat vS u o stantial matters bearing upon the Defendant's 
guilt or innocence have not been available tor reasonable 
p r e s e n t a t i o n in his be ha It; that the results ot the jury verdict 
may well Uave been modi ri e d it such information had been available 
a nd had been presented to the jury; and, as a consequence thereof, 
tne only manner by w n 1. c n such detect c a n b e r e m e d i e d is it the 
C ou r t vacate tne present t i u ding ot ' g u i l t y ' an d grant a n e w 
t c i a 1 . 
1 7 . 1' n e (J o u r t should further enter an unequivocal Order 
d tree t e d t o t h e prosecution in this at a t. t e r that the prosecution 
nnr.i 
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m u s e , by a g i v e n d a t e , rn a K e a v a i l a b l e to the d e f e n s e , all r e p o r t s , 
i a t o r m a t i o n , e v i d e n c e , or p o s s i b 1 e e v i d e n c e w h i c h may be u s e. d I n 
c o n n e c t i o n w i t h t h i s D e f e n d a n t , K I C H A K D L\'R C R A W F O R D , tro«»« all lav,/ 
e n c o r c e men t a g e n c i e s i n v o l v e d in t n e i n v e s t i g a t i o n ot m a t t e r s 
r e l a t i v e to R I C H A R D LEE C R A W F O R D and c h a r g e s a r i s i n g fro.a 
b u r g 1 a. r 1 e s o c t h e P A R A I) 1 S E I N N i n F i 11 m o r e , U t a h . T h a t , u p o n t h e 
tail u r e to t u r n ish s u c h i a t o r m a t i o n by the g i v e n d a t e and 
s a t i s f y i ng c o u n s e 1 tor tne d e f e n s e that a 11 o t s u c h i n c o r m a t i o n 
has been p r o v i d e d , the m a t t e r s no*,/ pen d i n g b e f o r e the 0 o u r t , as to 
R I C H A R 0 L L E 0 R A W F 0 R D , s h a l l be d i s m i s s e d w i t h p r e j u d i c e . 
R e s p e c t c u J 1 y s u b in i r t e d t n i s $? d a / o r /^AU V^/ */ * 
i •- g o 
LetiAY c . J A C K S O N 
A t t o r n e y cor t h e L) e t e n d a n t 
r. t c/r n e v t o r t n e D e t e n dan t 
n n n i ^j -
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C E R T 1 F I 0 A I E 0 F ri A I L L N G 
1 h e r e b y c e c t l t y t h a t I m a i l e r ! a t. r • ? > H u d 
t o r e £ o i ng S u p p 1 e m e a t to n o t i o n t o r N e w T r i a l 
A n d e r s o n , M i l l a r d C o u n t y D e p u t y A t t o r n e y , S . R . 
i J i <:.) 4 6 31 a n d M r . R i c h a r d L e e C r a w f o r d , V . 0 . 
o 4 J 2 0 ; t i r s t - c l a s s p o s t a g e p r e p a i d , t n i s 
J3& ItLLlis, 19 8 9. 
r. o r r <* c v 
to: Mr. 
B ox 5 2, 
Box 250, 
couy of the 
Dexter L. 
F i 11 in ore, 
I) r a p e r , U 1. 
d a y o t 
s&S-••LJ8&_/2>2& 
ie\X AY 0 . J A C K S O N 
U . L o c n e y t o r t r i e D e t e t i d a n t 
F . 0 . . : o x 5 4 5 
Ue 1 t a , U t a d 0 4 0 2 4 
f e l e ^ i i o n e : ( 8 0 1 ) 0 6 4 - 2 / 1 6 
f i l l , rO-N T . i;.ARr*ON ;'/ 1 3 7 3 
A r t o r i h i y t o r t n e L) e t e n d a n t 
3 6 0 o i.» t h i ia i n 8 t r e e t 
L>. 0 . C o x 9 7 
file p i i i , U t a h 0 4 6 4 8 
T e l e p h o n e : ( 0 0 1 ) 6 2 3 - 1 0 0 2 
I ti T U F b 0 U K T H J U D I C I A L I U S T »? I C T C O U R T I M AND F O <[ 
M I L L A I I D C O U N T Y , S I V C ! ' «M-' UTAH 
l u h; s r / \T? ; O F U T A H , 
P l a i n t l e t , 
v s . 
KilCHA J<l.) L F F CRAlJI<'Oi.U) 
I.) e t e n d a n t . 
^ F A i ' F O f UTAH ) 
( s s . 
CIOUINTI OF J U A ' J ; 
CO0(Cll I ) . J O d C F N O F N , b e l u ^ t i r s t ( J u l y s w o r n u p o n h i s o a t h 
die yj o c e s a n d s a y s : 
I i i a t n e t s a r e s i d e n t o c N e p h i , J n : i b C o u n r. y , 3 t a t e o t U t a n . 
H e h a s b e e n r e t a i n e d t o a s s i s t 1 e ^ a 1 c o u n e^ e 1 i n t Ii e a b o v e - e n t i t l e d 
A F r i H A v ; i O F !MHJI-;R n . i o i : c K N S F N 
C a s e M o 
J ' i ( ! ; i . 
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matter, in certain investigatory wo r K and witness interview. 
T hat in the course o t such employment he has interviewed 
witnesses including Steve Johnson, Doug Squire, and flargarite 
B y r g e . T na t the toliowing are true and correct counts ot such 
interviews: 
STATEMENT Of STEVE JOHNSON 
On January 9, 1989, 1 traveled to Helper, Utah, to 
i. u </ e s t i g ate and get state n e n r s o r witnesses tor trie «" r -\ u d ' ] o v n r y 
Oetense Attorney in a Green iMvec burglary on February 28, 1988. 
During this time i talked to Steve Johnson who was one of tue 
witnsses called tor that Trial. 1 talked to Steve at 1:00 p.m. in 
his apartment, in the b a c k, and up stairs ot the Rainbow Club in 
Helper, Utah. While discussing the bedspread, the search ot his 
place nad discovered, 1 asked him wny he was not at tne [rial in 
Fillmore, I was there and did not see hi m. He stated he was there, 
but wnen someone noticed the beat up spread was t a K e n with the 
1' . V. 's p u c h a s e d trom Richard 2 - 2-1/2 years ago, they told him to 
go nom e. Tnat suited him just tine because his knees were hurting, 
and it was a long way over there. 1 asked it ne was sure he got 
the s p r e a d t h e same time as the T . V . " s He stated yes, he Knew it 
was about Christinas time 2 - 2-1/2 years ago. The f.V.'s have not 
00017 
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been proven to be stolen and he wants them back, having paid 
i10 0 . 0 0 - $125.00 a piece tor the T.V.'s. He doesn't remember how 
much on the bed spread because it was so long ago. 
STATEMENT OF DOUIG SQUIRE 
On. November 29, 1988, a Mr. Doug Squire, Grand County Deputy 
S tier iii returned my call. 1 told him 1 was investigating the door 
j a ill and tools taken in the van search which were submitted to the 
State Crime Lab. We were interested in knowing why Grand County 
was iuvoled with this Millard County evidence, and what they 
intended to do with it. Doug Squire stated he was given the tools 
and door j a fa by the other departments because they were all 
wording together sharing information. He was as s igned t o 
coordinate this evidence and forward it to the State Crime Lab. He 
n a d no other in tor ma ton to this case. They intended to use the 
i n t o r ination with all the departments. 
STATEMENT OF ttARGAAITK BYRGE 
On December 7, 19 8 6, at the Trial ot Richard Crawtord, at 
Fillmore, Utan, during that day I talked with Margarite Byrge 
several times. While talking with her outside the Courtroom, 1 
could smell alcohol on her breath. Atter Court, Milton Harmon, the 
Detense Attorney, asked me to get (1 a r g a r i t e , and come to his 
00 0i^7 
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ottice across the street t r o m the Courthouse to talK to her. While 
walking across to the ottice, I again s melied alcohol on her 
breath. Our meeting lasted about twenty minutes. People present at 
the meeting were tfargarite Byrge, Milton Harmon, LeRay JacKson, 
and Roger Jorge nsen. During this time Margarite Byrge stated sne 
was very glad the situation was over. She had been very nervous 
because she liices Richard and wanted to help him, however, she 
wasn't prepared to go to jail either. She was atraid it things 
didn't go right, and cooperate she might be implicated, or charged 
with helping Richard. Because she was so nervous about this sne 
had t a K e n some pills to help calm her. This statement was mane in 
tront ot all present. 
DATKD this & day ot d^Alti/Llt/ 1989. 
R 0 Gtf/K D . J O&G E N SJS-ft 
S u b s C D A b e d , s w o r n a n d a c k n o w l e d g e d t o b e f o r e me t h i s (£> 
d a
* ^ -ffJC-tii/Lbl 1989. 
No t a try P u b l i c 
11 s s / d i n g A t : /i^fi", CT/^// 
C o m m i s s i o n E x p i r e s : / - 2g-?S 
oooi?;; 
IN THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT J^p 
OF THE STATE OF UTAH, IN AND FOR MILLARD COUNTY 
^^DJSTRICT COURT 
rt'a d 
R^ 8(j l'J8y I n 
MlLLAIiD COUNTY 
-~- Clerk 
Deputy 
******************* 
THE STATE OF UTAH, 
Plaintiff, CASE NUMBER 1090 
-vs- RAY M. HARDING, JUDGE 
RICHARD LEE CRAWFORD, 
Defendant. MEMORANDUM DECISION 
********************* 
The Court, having considered defendant's motion for a 
new trial, will again deny that motion. The Court will also deny 
defendant's special motion for discovery. 
Defendant has made a number of claims of error in his 
motion for a new trial, which the Court considered in it's 
earlier motion denying a new trial. At the present time, the 
only claim of error which appears to have merit is that the State 
withheld evidence concerning the testimony of Steve Johnson. 
Defendant claims that the State did not disclose information 
concerning the date Steve Johnson might have obtained a bedspread 
from the defendant and which could have been exculpatory. After 
consideration of the memoranda and affidavits which have been 
submitted, the Court finds that the defendant received all of the 
information which they were entitled to concerning the possible 
testimony of Mr. Johnson. Mr. Johnson was present and testified 
at the preliminary hearing. The defendant had ample opportunity 
to call Mr. Johnson and examine him concerning the bedspread. 
Defendant also claims that Mr. Johnson was sent home 
from the trial by the State and could not testify. The Court 
finds that the State can call and use whatever witnesses it feels 
1 QOOISJ 

are necessary, and is under no obligation to call witnesses for 
the defense. Had the defendant wanted Mr. Johnson's testimony, 
he could have issued a subpoena. 
Defendant alleges that Margarite Burge might have been 
impaired by drugs or alcohol and was therefor an unreliable 
witness. The Court is not aware of any evidence that Ms. Burge 
was impaired at the time she testified. The only evidence is 
that she had alcohol on her breath after the trial. During trial 
the Court did not detect any evidence that she was impaired in 
any way. The testimony presented by Ms. Burge at trial was more 
helpful to the defendant than damaging. 
After careful consideration of all of the claim of 
error made by the defendant, the Court finds that the defendant 
has not shown that there was error, and that the error might have 
made a difference in the outcome of the trial. State v. Eaton, 
569 P.2d 1114 (1977). The Court finds that the critical piece of 
evidence in this case was the fingerprint placing the defendant 
at the scene of the crime and in contact with the stolen 
property. 
Regarding the discovery issues, the Court finds that 
the State disclosed all information which it was required to 
disclose. The special motion for discovery is therefore denied. 
Dated this 24th day of April, 1989. 
BY TFJE^py^So /I 
%^r^ XT 
R A T ™ 7 HARDING, JUDGE V 
cc: LeRay Jackson, Esq. V 
Milton T. Harmon. Esq. 
Dexter L. Anderson, Esq. 
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MILTON T. HARMON #1373 
Attorney for the Defendant 
36 South Main Street 
P.O. Box 9 7 
Nephi, Utah 84648 
Telephone: (801) 623-1802 
MILLARD COUNTY 
, Clfftk 
,4-^  Deputy 
IN THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT IN AND FOR 
MILLARD COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
THE STATE OF UTAH, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
RICHARD LEE CRAWFORD, 
Defendant. 
Case No. 1090 
DEFENDANT'S FURTHER REQUEST 
FOR NEW TRIAL 
Judge 
Comes now the Defendant, and in addition to all of the 
materials heretofore furnished to the Court, makes a further 
request for new Trial on the grounds and for the reason that in 
the opening statement made by the State of Utah, the prosecuting 
attorney indicated that a part of the evidence that would be 
produced and to the Jury, would be materials that were taken from 
Mr. CRAWFORD'S van which included a set of six or eight screwdrive-
rs. (See page 53 of transcript of the Trial.) Specific mention was 
made of these tools, noting that there were no other tools found 
in the vehicle such as other tools which might have been expected 
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to be in the vehicle, and then he referred to door jambs which 
were taken from the Paradise Inn Motel in Fillmore and related 
directly to the inquiries and questions before the Court. Mr. 
Anderson then referred to the door jambs and screwdrivers, saying 
that it appeared that a large screwdriver was used to break into 
the rooms, and that the jury could make the comparison between the 
door jambs and the tools. 
As the Trial progressed, the Plaintiff attempted to introduce 
this evidence, and it appeared that the evidence was inadmissable. 
Since the prosecution referred to inadmissable evidence in its 
opening statement, it appears that there is no way that the Jury 
could separate that from the evidence that was produced in Court. 
That was among the items that was given to them and may have formed 
a basis for the verdict that was rendered. 
Consequently, the Court should grant a new Trial. 
Respectfully submitted this f*y~ day of April, 1989. 
MILTON T.' HARMON 
Attorney for the Defendant 
